Introduction
• In this paper, we argue that Newari permits wh-operators to either covertly move to fix their scope, or may take scope in-situ.
• Additionally, we argue that clausal complements to verbs ("verbal argument CPs") may be islands for covert movement in Newari, unexpectedly.
Theoretical Background
• Some languages move wh-operators overtly, others leave them in-situ:
(1) What i did Ram eat t i ? • Broadly, there are two analyses of how wh-in-situ takes wide scope without overtly moving. One approach posits covert movement of the wh-operator (Huang 1982 , Soh 2005 , Yang 2012 ):
( • Prima facie, covert movement analyses predict that wh-in-situ should exhibit many of the same properties as overt movement, e.g., island effects in Mandarin Chinese (Huang 1982 , Bayer 2006 , Cheng 2009 • Another approach proposes that wh-in-situ can take wide semantic scope in-situ through focus composition (Beck 2006 , Hamblin 1973 , Karttunen 1977 • Beck (2006) argues that the focus alternatives composition analysis accounts for intervention effects, in which a wh-operator in-situ is ungrammatical if it's in the scope of another focus-operator, because the focus-operator's argument's semantic value is undefined: • Thus, the diagnostics for covert movement and focus composition fail for wh-in-situ in general in Newari.
Questions:
(1) Why do wh-phrases fix their scope depending on where they surface?
(2) Why do we not find traditional island structures in Newari?
(3) Why does Newari pattern this way, but previously studied languages (Mandarin Chinese, Japanese, Hindi) do not?
Our Proposal
• Newari permits either covert movement (CM) or focus alternatives composition (FA), to interpret the wh-phrases, as shown in (16), and it only permits in-situ focus alternatives composition for those in argument CPs, as in (17). 
Intervention effects in V-argument CPs
• Focus intervention effects occur in selected clauses, for both argument-wh and adjunct-wh, as in (28) (24).
• In-situ focus composition for argument CPs: as the sentence in (27).
• Fail to do in-situ focus composition for argument CPs: as the sentences in (34) 5 Towards to an Account: A combination of Covert Movement and Focus Alternatives in Newari
• What needs to be explained:
-Why does the mechanism of fixing wh-scope depend on the construction that the wh-operator surfaces in?
-Why are Verbal Argument CPs islands for covert movement, but not adjunct clauses?
-Are the localicty constraints on covert movement similar to overt movement?
• We propose that, in general, Universal Grammar permits wh-operators to take scope either by covert movement or focus alternatives
• Given the absence of intervention effects in main clauses, we proposed that whoperators covertly move in Newari.
• However, in principle, a focus alternative analysis may be available. Thus, the sentence in (36) may be syntactically ambiguous: • If so, then covert movement across a verbal argument CP must be blocked. To account for this, we posit that verbal argument CPs contain a silent pronoun in Spec,CP, that is co-indexed with the perspective holder in the clause. This pronoun mediates "conjunct/disjunct agreement", a kind of evidential agreement that is seen in Tibeto-Burman languages (Zu 2015, Coppock and Wechsler 2016 dhāl-a said 'He i said that he j will eat meat.'
Newari (Hargreaves 1991) • This pro blocks the Spec,CP escape hatch, rendering verbal argument CPs islands:
Focus alternatives composition for argument CPs, but not covert movement
• For now, this analysis appears to have some conceptual and empirical problems. First, our analysis implies that covert movement is constrained by subjacency. However, traditionally subjacency effects are not observed for covert movement (Huang 1982) .
• Relatedly, we are forced to say that many traditional islands (CNPC, relative clauses, adjunct clauses) are not islands for covert movement in Newari, and that embedded CPs are islands. However, overt movement (e.g., relativization) appears to pattern in the expected ways -extraction from traditional islands is unacceptable, and extraction from embedded clauses is: • Finally, this approach overgenerates. Recall that wh-operators in an adjunct clause embedded in a verbal argument CP cannot take sentential scope, which we diagnosed as an island effect. However, if a focus alternative analysis is always available in principle, this sentence is predicted to be grammatical. Thus, we need some way of blocking focus alternatives in these contexts, even though it seems necessary in other contexts: • Despite these faults, the evidence in Newari suggests that covert movement and focus alternatives are both available, each with their own locality constraints. The data pattern that we've described follows as a conspiracy from these constraints, plus independently-motivated grammatical properties (i.e., conjunct/disjunct agreement) • Complement CPs can appear in three possible positions: preceding the matrix verb, following the matrix verb, or sentence-initial. However, wh in postverbal position cannot take sentential scope. 
